
Federal Communications Commission
Washington, D.C. 20554

liiAR t.3, 1 1998

C'c 9·7-

The Honorable Alfonse M. D'Amato
United States Senate
520 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator D'Amato:

MAR 1 1998

·'EDd'.". GliMMUMCATIONS COMMISSION
j)fFl(l~ OF THE SECRETA.'lY

Thank you for your letter forwarding the concerns of your constituent, Mr. Gary
Polisseni, of East Rochester. As the President and CEO of ROBTEL, Inc., a long distance
company, Mr. Polisseni expresses concern about the implementation of the
Telecommunication Act of 1996 with regard to the presubscribed interexchange carrier
charge and universal service charge.

The presubscribed interexchange carrier charge is part of a comprehensive regulatory
program that allows local telephone companies to recover the cost of the facilities that link
each telephone subscriber to the telephone network. In its May 1997 Access Reform Order,
the Commission restructured the way local telephone companies recover such costs. Instead
of paying a higher charge per minute, the long distance companies now pay to local
telephone companies a flat-rated, per-line charge which is offset by a lower charge per
minute. The presubscribed interexchange carrier charge is a monthly fee assessed by the
local telephone company on the lon.g distance carrier to whom the line is presubscribed. For
single-line businesses, the presubscribed interexchange carrier charge is a maximum monthly
fee of $.53 in 1998. For each multi-line business line, the presubscribed interexchange
carrier charge is a maximum monthly fee of $2.75 in 1998. According to Mr. Polisseni, one
customer could be charged during the same month by multiple long distance companies when
the customer switches long distance companies without advising the former long distance
carrier of the switch, or when the customer uses more than one long distance carrier during
the same month, without switching. Mr. Polisseni proposes as a solution for this potential
problem that local telephone companies be required to collect the presubscribed
interexchange carrier charge

In this regard, on February 26, 1998, the Commission released a public notice
soliciting comments on an MCI Petition. One proposal in MCl's petition is that the
Commission require local telephone companies to collect the presubscribed interexchange
carrier charge until such time as they can'provide to long distance companies in advance of
billing specified information. I have included Mr. Polisseni's letter in the record of that
proceeding. A copy of the public notice is enclosed.

With regard to Mr. Polisseni's reference to universal service charges to be paid by a
long distance carrier, on May 7, 1997, the Commission adopted a first Report and Order to
implement the Federal-State Joint Board's recommendations on universal service as required
by the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (1996 Act). The Commission established universal
service support mechanisms that fulfill Congress's goal, as stated in section 254 of the ~996
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Act, of ensuring that affordable, quality telecommunications services are available to all
American consumers, including low income consumers and those located in high cost, rural,
and insular areas. In addition, these mechanisms implement Congress's mandate to ensure
the nation's classrooms and libraries receive access to the vast array of educational resources
that are accessible through the telecommunications network. These support systems also will
link health care providers located in rural areas to urban medical centers so that patients
living in rural America will have access, through the telecommunications network, to the
same advanced diagnostic and other medical services that are enjoyed in urban communities.

In the 1996 Act, Congress stated that all telecommunications carriers that provide
interstate telecommunications services must contribute on an equitable and nondiscriminatory
basis to universal service. The Commission implemented this statutory provision by
requiring all such telecommunications carriers to contribute to the universal service support
mechanisms. Neither Congress, nor the Commission, requires such carriers to pass this
contribution onto their customers. To the contrary, carriers decide how and to what extent
they recover their contributions. Carriers, however, may not mislead customers as to how
they recover contributions and may only recover an equitable share from any particular
customer.

Thank you again for your interest in these issues. Please be assured that the interest
and proposal of your constituent are appreciated and will be given consideration prior to
reaching any decisions on the presubscribed interexchange carrier charge billing matter.
Should your constituent have any further questions, he may contact the Common Carrier
Bureau's Competitive Pricing Division at (202) 418-1520.

Sincerely,

A:K?~ Morr-
A. Richard Metzger, Jr.
Chief
Common Carrier Bureau
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Released: Febnmry 26, 1998

MO Telecommunications Corporation Petition the Commission for
Prescription of Tariffs Implementing Access Cbarge Reform

CC Docket No. 97-250

Pleading Qrcle Established

COMMENTS: March 18, 1998

REPLY COMMENTS: March 30, 1998

On February 24, 1998, MCI Telecommunications Corporation (Mel) filed a Petition for
Prescription of Tariffs Implementing Access Charge Reform.

In its petition. MCI states that unless access rates are lowered to forward-looking economic cost
and incumbent local exchange carriers (llECs) are required to recover presubscribed interexchange carrier
charges (PICCs) directly from end users, long distance carriers will continue to be competitively
disadvantaged. long distance consumers will be harmed and competition in local markets will be seriously
jeopardized. MCI requests an immediate prescription of key levels, tenus, and conditions in the pending
tariff investigation.

MCl asserts the Commission should eliminate the distinctions between primary and non-primary
lines. as the costs associated with implementing such distinctions clearly outweigh the benefits. MO
states that the Commission should also hold ILECs responsible for collection of PICCs until such time
as they can provide all necessary information to interexchange carriers (IXCS) in advance of billing.
prescribe a standardized. independently verifiable. definition ofprimary and non-primary lines; require the
ILECs immediately to provide auditable line count information. by telephone nwnber; move as quickly
as possible to grant the Sprint petition or prescribe language that makes clear that IXCs can notify ILECs
of de-PICs: and standardize the date used by ILECs to decide which customers' PICCs are assigned to a
particular IXC.

MCI states that. in addition. the Commission should require the !LEes to provide to each IXC the
amolU1t of universal service fund (USF) pass through each IXC is receiving in its access bills every month.

Interested parties may file comments on MCl's petition no later than March 18, 1998. Replies
must be filed by March 30, 1998. When filing comments and/or replies, please reference the internal file
number: CCBlCPD 98-12.

An original and four copies of all comments and replies must be filed in accordance with Section
1.5l(c) of the Commission's Rules. 47 C.F.R ~ 1.15(c). In addition, one copy of each pleading must be
filed with International Transcription Services (ITS), the Commission's duplicating contractor, at its office
at 1231 - 20th Street. N.W.. Washington. D. C. 20036 and one copy with the Chief, Competitive Pricing
Division. Room 518, 1919 M Street. N.W..Washington. nc. 20554.
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Dear Director:

Because of the desire of this office to be
responsive to all inqu~ries and communications, your
consideration of the attached is requested.

Your findings and views, In duplicate form, will
hQ ;:mnrp.ciated.

Please reply to my Rochester office.

Sincerely,

&:Y)~~
A~~:'M. D'Amato
United States Senator
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Dc.-dr Senalor

I am ~Tiling you 10 express my concerns regarding Ihe T e:ie:,,;(ornmuni':<ltiom ACI l,f 1'1116. In apprtclall0Cl
(If ~h;Jt the government is tr~ing to accomplish h). pnwidilll! school districts with afforda~le wrviws. J

must express my concern in the matle:r of which IT ,~ he:mg aj1f\hed

I l'\~T\ and op<rate a long di!'ttance cOtl1flan), in lhc NlIrth..:a~1 t Inlled Slato, that consists of Illan~ "tIlall
business customer~. I will be opening the marletto Io<;al res.'tle In the ne",t month Sil my o:~"tom.:r' .:an
'"::'- ... _,. 1_:: ~; •.•~.._ ~n.1 l.v··,1 <_",r.. h;l1..o "" om .. '-oill :\1\ l'ClnC~rn is t~e the I 'S~ and 1'1('(' "h:lrl'''~

lhal a;:>ply to long distance comllanle~

The FCC is requiring a 3% taA w be c(mtributed to the FCC to hdp sU('lport the aCI alun~ ~ith a ;:harl"e: ul

S2.75 per linc access charge Il' be applied. The rcc has qatl."d thaI the end u~r or lelephon~ l'"rnpany
suhscriber is not liable lor the chargo. bUI rather. the ICln~ Jist:lnce company 01" their choice is....O~
companies in the Telttommllnications Indllstr~ to abSl)rb this 1<1\ "'mild ultimatdy de:stTOy what protits
"~ mak~. torcing us to pass the cost on to our customcry Hen: lies the ;::roblem, Many custl)m~rs Ihat luke
advantage of using mul:iple long distance C<lrriers to pro\idc them with tho: moM cost efficient sen/ice
could be hilled multiple times for the sun:har~e lhe:y ~h\luIJ o~ly he billed once for. Let me e",plain'

Tth' FCC is demanding a tax on all long dislan.:.: traffic !tl be paid to Ihe FCC III SUPP01'l rh.:
Ie:k,,;ommunlcations Act of 1l)c)6 In addition, the FCC \5 requiring. a tax to he paid by all Lon~ distance
cumpanie-; ofS2.75 ~r line thaI is ~ubsl.7ihed to that partICular carrier In mder t~1 defray that C(lst , thc
10nlo1. distance carrier must pass it on to Ihe customer Th"" ''''here:t !.!ets complicated. Since mall\
cuo;wmer's use mll!tiple long di,;tance camero; to pro\ Ide th~11l \\, tth c<)·;t cUi-cti..., ~·r-.il·O=, it is nOI unusual
10 see the same telephone number to appear In a few long J1Slancc c;ltTit:rs data base's. In addition, 11 is
not uncommon to see custonlers ~witch long distllI1ce ':'lrTl~rs o\er night without Informing the cutTent
pro.... 'der. The end result is the l:ustomer can be charRed lor the ta" mort: than ,,"ce

Smce the local telephone comflany t" Ihe onl); one: ,,,,ho \~111 know what carrier is ch('l~n at all~ ~i\'en

time. and know what lines are in 0l'" l\\lt of S~Vlce at an\ gl\cn time. I feel that if a lax i~ mandatooy. that
the locl:Il tclcphoo~ company should bill and collect il Thi, will pre"ent an) over l>ilhn~ to Ion!, distarlcc
earners ami our customers.

1 wuuld gre.ltly appreciate the opportunil) 10 ui~.:us:. Ihls funher Please teel IT~~ to o:all Ine: Al 71 b-_Ill,!·
12l!O.

l,ary P"liss.:n;
PI'l"S.dcnr and CEO

ROH n·.!.. Inc. an RTI Telecom COOlflan)


